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Coal has historically been America’s
one source for affordable electricity. It
currently powers half of America’s
electricity generators. Our Nation has
enough coal to keep those plants run-
ning for 250 years. In fact, we have 40
percent of the world’s coal, and we
have 2 percent of the world’s oil. It
seems to me that coal should not be in
a phase-out mode, as it has been with
the past administration. We must use
clean coal technologies to ensure this
country’s future for energy in the fu-
ture.

Coal generators have already been re-
quired to make broad reductions in
emissions. The Bush administration
supports these efforts and will back it
up with greater incentives for invest-
ments in clean coal technology. Presi-
dent Bush made the right decision not
to impose new Federal mandates on the
emissions of carbon dioxide. That is
the same gas we breathe out when we
breathe. There are those who have
criticized him for that. If he had al-
lowed those regulations to come into
place, coal use in this country would
have come to a screeching stop because
there is no replacement for it.

If America is to continue to have re-
liable electricity over the next 20
years, coal must play a continued role.
If coal does not play a major role, from
my point of view, this country will
have very high energy prices and this
country will face an economic reces-
sion. Nuclear power and hydroelectric
face uncertain futures due to past poli-
cies. Hopefully, they will not under
this new administration.

I am encouraged by the recommenda-
tion of the energy plan to increase our
domestic energy supply by utilizing
our public lands in a reasonable man-
ner. Our Nation’s public lands could
and should play a role in sustainable
energy policy. Thanks to so many new
incredible developments in energy re-
search, exploration and technology
over the last 20 years, we can con-
fidently explore for oil and gas and coal
on our public lands in an environ-
mentally-sound manner without leav-
ing anything other than a small foot-
print.

The Federal Government owns one-
third of this country; yet there are
those who are opposed to use of public
lands for energy production. One-third
of America is owned by the Federal
Government, and when we add State
and local governments, somewhere be-
tween 45 and 50 percent of this country
is owned by government. If all that
land is going to be locked up to re-
source use, this country does not have
an economic future.

Yes, ANWR is one of the areas where
there is lots of discussion. The Energy
Department says the coastal plain of
ANWR is the largest unexplored poten-
tially productive onshore basin for oil
and gas in the United States. ANWR
could contain enough oil to offset all
Iraq imports for the next 46 years. Oil
production in Alaska’s Arctic occurs
under the world’s best environmental

standards. Many of the countries we
rely on for oil have little or no environ-
mental regulations.

Oil development is strongly sup-
ported by the Eskimo people who actu-
ally live on the north slope of Alaska
and by 75 percent of all Alaskans. Ex-
ploration would be done using 21st cen-
tury technology, supercomputers, ice
roads that melt in the spring, and di-
rectional drilling. Only 3 square miles
of the coastal plain of the 30,600 square
miles of ANWR would be affected. Only
3 square miles. That would leave 30,597
square miles untouched.

I certainly think for the future of
this country, having a strong energy
source, and none of these are a silver
bullet, none of these solve the problem;
but we need them all. It is the equiva-
lent of building an airport one-fifth the
size of Dulles in the State of South
Carolina. The caribou herd in and near
the Prudhoe Bay oil field is five times
larger than when development began.
All other wildlife species are healthy,
no endangered species. Contrary to the
myth the environmental extremists
created, there is no north slope oil
being exported. None has been since
May 2000. When it was exported, no
more than 5 percent was sold abroad.
This is less than exported by the West
Coast of the United States.

We barely think about the plight of
the American farmer, but agriculture
is paying huge costs because of energy.
The cost of fertilizer has risen. In fact,
some fertilizer plants have actually
gone out of business. Some fertilizer
plants sold their gas this year because
they could make more money in selling
the gas than producing the fertilizer.

We have not built a refinery in this
country since 1976. In fact, 36 U.S. re-
fineries have closed since 1992. We have
not built a nuclear reactor in 20 years.
California has not built a power plant
of any sort in 10 years. According to
Edison Electric Institute, our invest-
ment in our electricity infrastructure
has dropped 15 percent since 1990; yet
use of that system has jumped 400 per-
cent in just the last 4 years. Most of
the new plants built in this country are
being fueled by natural gas, but we
need to have the natural gas to run
them.

The future of America depends on an
energy policy. I have strong faith in
the Bush administration and their pro-
posal to take us where we need to be.
There should be debate. Conservation
should lead the road. We all need to get
into the conservation business. We
must use our energy wisely, but we
must have a strong source of energy so
that we have choices and people have
options.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back my time.
f

ENERGY CRISIS IN CALIFORNIA
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.

BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAL-
VERT) is recognized for the remainder
of the leadership hour, 21 minutes.

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Speaker, I am
obviously from California, and I would
like to talk about some of the problems
that we have in California. They are
obviously well publicized. Some of the
things people talk about are true, and
certainly some things are not true.

First, I would like to congratulate
my home State of California. No State
uses less electricity per capita than the
people in the State of California. I
think many people may find that as a
surprise, but that is the truth. No
State uses less electricity per capita
than the State of California.

No State uses more renewable energy
than any State other than California.
California has been a leader on wind.
Right in my own county, Riverside
County, in the Banning Pass, if any of
my colleagues have been to Palm
Springs, they can drive down the I–10
freeway and see row upon row upon row
of wind machines that supply needed
peaking electricity to Southern Cali-
fornia.

No State uses more solar power than
the State of California. We have really
invested a significant amount of money
in California into solar research and
the utilization of solar power.

No State uses more geothermal than
the State of California. Really, the geo-
thermal industry started in Imperial
County, California. If my colleagues go
down into Imperial County near the
Salton Sea in the beautiful State of
California, they can see these huge geo-
thermal plants that were developed to
produce electricity.

All of that in California. People in
California doing the best they can to
conserve electricity, to use renewable
energy in California. But today we
know that that is still not enough.

Now, there have been reports that
California has not built a power plant
in 10 years. That is not true. I do not
want to correct some of my friends, but
we have built power plants in Cali-
fornia in the last 10 years. Not large
power plants. Certainly there have
been power plants built outside of Cali-
fornia that import power into Cali-
fornia.

I congratulate Los Angeles, the De-
partment of Water and Power, who gets
a significant amount of their elec-
tricity, the City of Los Angeles, a sig-
nificant amount of their electricity
from the State of Utah using coal, the
clean coal that the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) talked about. And I
congratulate Mayor Riordan who now
is in negotiation with the people in
Utah to develop additional plants, one
plant that was discussed as large as
3,500 megawatts in the State of Utah,
to transmit power into Los Angeles for
future demand. That is necessary along
with plants being built in California.

Certainly natural gas has been talked
about. It is the preferred fuel source in
California. But we have a problem in
California, in not being able to get
enough gas into the State of California
because of all of these gas turbine
plants that are being built. There have
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been a lot built of late and a lot more
coming online. And we are happy to
have them, but we do not have enough
natural gas distribution coming into
the State of California, which is adding
to the increased price of natural gas
within our State. So we have an infra-
structure problem, not just with gas
pipelines coming into California, but
with the infrastructure around refin-
eries. Refineries have been talked
about. We have far less refining capa-
bility in California than we used to
have.

California is well known because we
have a lot of people, 35 million people.
We certainly have a significant number
of them living in the L.A. Basin and we
have air quality issues. We have done a
great job of cleaning up the air in Los
Angeles. Doing that we have come up
with our own fuel standards in Cali-
fornia. We have lower sulfur than any
other State in the Union, 15 parts per
million or less in gasoline. California
was the first State to do that. The U.S.
EPA has now required the rest of the
States to meet that standard, but Cali-
fornia did it first.

Now, one of the unintended con-
sequences of that is many of the refin-
eries did not have enough capital so
they went out of business rather than
spending the money to upgrade that re-
finery to meet the new environmental
standard. That was an unintended con-
sequence. We do not have enough refin-
eries, so even if we have additional oil,
or the price of oil goes down, we cannot
get enough petroleum products
through a limited number of refineries.
So we need to get incentives to build
additional refineries to build the clean
type of gasoline we need in California
and throughout the country.

By the way, one of the problems my
people in California, the people that
drive every day have in California, is
we have a stranded market in essence
on gasoline because we have a different
kind of gas standard than any other
State in the Union. So we cannot im-
port gasoline from anywhere. We have
to produce all the gasoline that we
make in our State for our drivers.

With respect to the Speaker, I will
not get into the issue of oxidates
today, but nevertheless to say that we
in California will always produce clean
gasoline; but we want to make sure we
produce it economically and at the best
cost available to the people of the
State of California.

We do have a crisis in California. We
have a crisis throughout this country
on energy, and I am so pleased that we
now have a President who will address
it and a Vice President who took upon
himself the time, and certainly in this
last 100 days there have been a lot of
pressures on this new administration,
to recognize this problem that has been
neglected for too long.
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Now as we proceed with a long-term
solution, and we did not get here over-

night, certainly in California’s case it
took many years to get to the point
that we are at today, but we finally
will see a solution to the problem. I say
to my friends and constituents, be pa-
tient. I know it is difficult. I filled up
my car last week and it cost $35. No
one should tolerate blackouts and
these kinds of cost increases, but we
have done it to ourselves. But we can
get out of it because we have a policy
that in the next number of years will
bring us down the road to better en-
ergy independence, both with elec-
tricity and fuel.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time for my colleagues.

f

PRESIDENT BUSH’S ENERGY
POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) is
recognized for the remainder of the
leadership hour, 14 minutes.

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Speaker, I
would like to talk about the energy
policy released today by the adminis-
tration.

Madam Speaker, for the last several
years we have had a strong economy,
primarily because we have had afford-
able and reliable sources of energy; but
now we are in an energy crisis which
threatens our economic future and our
national security.

The President and Vice President
have come together and put together a
plan, and today they released their na-
tional energy policy, which I would en-
courage every Member and every indi-
vidual in America to get a copy of and
read it through. It is a comprehensive
plan. The President recognizes the
problem. He is concerned about the ef-
fects that high energy prices, both in
gasoline and in electricity, will have
on the American people and on our
economy. We have a bold, new ap-
proach to addressing the energy policy
in this country.

We need reliable, affordable, and
clean energy increases. We need im-
proved infrastructure. We cannot meet
tomorrow’s challenges with yesterday’s
technologies. We need new tech-
nologies to meet the demands. Some
people will say those technologies are
not here yet. I will say, Madam Speak-
er, that Americans are second to none
in their ability to solve problems when
they set their minds to it. We are the
most technologically advanced Nation
on Earth. If we set our minds to solving
a problem, we can do it.

The President’s leadership comes at a
very critical time, but we must act
now if we are going to have a com-
prehensive plan to address the energy
crisis which will be with us for several
years if we do not act. If anyone ques-
tions whether there is a serious energy
shortage in this country, let me just
give a few statistics.

Over the next 20 years, U.S. oil con-
sumption will rise by 33 percent. Over
the next 20 years, U.S. natural gas con-
sumption will rise by over 50 percent.
Over the next 20 years, U.S. electricity
consumption will rise by 45 percent.
Since 1992, oil production is down 17
percent in this country, while con-
sumption is up 14 percent. In 1993, we
were reliant on foreign oil for 35 per-
cent of our demands. That was during
the oil crisis that we had in 1973.

We said at that time we needed to be-
come less dependent on foreign oil be-
cause our economy was subject to the
whims of those countries in OPEC. In-
stead of becoming less reliant on for-
eign oil, we are now nearly 60 percent
reliant on foreign oil for our oil needs.
The U.S. spends roughly $300 million a
day, or about $100 billion a year on for-
eign oil.

It is obvious that the demands for en-
ergy in the future are going to increase
in this country. So what have we done
in the way of supply? In 1990, U.S. jobs
in exploration and production of oil
and gas were 405,000 in the United
States. In 1999, 10 years later, U.S. jobs
in exploration and production of oil
and gas were 293,000, down 27 percent.
In 1990, in the United States, U.S. oil
rigs, we had 657 of them in the United
States. In the year 2000, working U.S.
oil rigs, 153; a 77 percent decline. Thir-
ty-six oil refineries have closed since
1992, and we have not built a new oil re-
finery since 1976.

The previous administration had no,
I repeat, had no long-term energy pol-
icy. It seems the energy policy of the
past administration was to shut down
exploration as we became more reliant
on foreign oil, to shut down refineries,
to shut down research on clean coal
and finding new sources of coal, to shut
down nuclear research. It seems that
you could sum up the past administra-
tion’s energy policy as the ‘‘Do not
worry, be happy,’’ energy policy.

As I said, we have in this country a
supply and demand problem, and that
is essentially what the energy crisis is,
a supply and demand problem.

Let me summarize what President
Bush’s energy plan does. It is 105 spe-
cific recommendations. Forty-two of
those recommendations are targeted at
conservation. Much has been said by
our opponents that the President does
not rely heavily enough on conserva-
tion. Forty-two of the recommenda-
tions are targeted at conservation; 35
recommendations are targeted at en-
ergy supply; 25 of the recommendations
are targeted at increased energy secu-
rity; 12 of the recommendations can be
done through executive order; 73 of the
recommendations are directives to
Federal agencies; 20 of the rec-
ommendations will require action by
this Congress.

Briefly, let me go through the major
portions of his recommendations.
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